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ABSTRACT 

A study was conducted to examine the face support and 
control moves that occur in a manager's communication to a poorly 
performing subordinate over the sequence of his or her violation. 
Face support was defined according to the degree of approval 
(positive face) and the degree of freedom (autonomy) given to the 
poor performers to define a course of action. Seventy bank managers 
were interviewed about a recent employee performance problem they had 
attempted to control. The messages used by the managers over the time 
the problem occurred were coded according to the scheme devised by S. 
L. Kline. Cluster analysis produced two patterns of face support used 
by managers: (1) Direct Disapproval (criticism and reprimands) and No 
Autonomy (threats and orders) used from the start of the control 
sequence, and (2) Indirect Disapproval and Autonomy for the first 
action, which then was abandoned for the more punitive approach. The 
Indirect Disapproval consisted of questions to the subordinate as to 
why the problem was occurring and, to a lesser extent, castigations 
that assumed the subordinate was misguided or unaware. Other findings 
showed that performance ratings of employees were positively 
correlated to the level of positive face support provided, and 
autonomy was positively correlated with the length of time between 
problem reoccurrences. (FL) 
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Abstract 

The purpose of this study was to describe the use of face support in 
managerial communication on controlling ineffective performance. Face support 
was defined according to the degree of approval (positive face), and the 
degree of freedom given to poor performers to define a course of action 
(autonomy). Seventy bank branch managers were interviewed about a recent 
performance problem they attempted to control. The messages used by these 
managers over the time the problem occurred were coded according to Kline's 
positive face and autonomy face support coding schemes. This study reports 
the most likely combinations of positive face and autonomy strategies used 
throughout the control sequence. Further, several correlates of positive 
face and autonomy were examined. Among the most prominent, the performance 
rating of the employee was positively correlated with the level of positive 
face support provided, and was tentatively found to moderate the cognition- 
autonomy face support relationship. Autonomy was also positively correlated 
with the length of time in between problem recurrence. 



An important indicator of managerial effectiveness Is the performance of 
the work unit. Thus, managers feel compelled to correct the performance problems 
of members that threaten the unit's intended operation. In a recent survey of 
Fortune 500 firms, 97% of the managers reported experiencing the problem of 
ineffective subordinates, 96% within the past year (Stoeberl & Schniederjans , 
1981). While poor performing subordinates appear to be only a minority of the 
employees that a manager supervises, it appears that these subordinates tend 
to be "repeat offenders" prompting an iterative sequence of subordinate rule 
violations and managerial control actions over an extended period of time 
(BNA, 1978; Liden, 1981; Green, Fairhurst & Liden, 1981; O'Reilly & Weitz, 1980). 

Managers can attempt to control the poor performer with actions as 
lenient as ignoring the problem to actions as severe as termination. To the 
subordinate, the manager in the control process represents the organization 
with its multiple rule systems and is the enforcer of them when they are 
broken. Thus, as noted in the control literature, the control of ineffective 
performance is simultaneously bureaucratic and interpersonal. (See for example, 
Ouchi, 1980; Reeves & Woodward, 1970.) Moreover, these authors, and others, 
feel that in the final analysis, it is the interpersonal aspects of control that 
are critical (Green & Liden, 1980; Camman & Nadler, 1977; Miner & Brewer, 1976). 
As in any interpersonal process, there are a variety of task, relational, and 
identity issues which are either explicitly or implicitly addressed in the eom- 
mun ication between a manager and a subordinate. While past research on control- 
ling ineffective performance has focused on characteristics of the subordinate 
(Rosen & Jerdee, 1974; Larwood, Rand f, Den Hovanessian, 1979; O'Reilly & Weitz, 
1980), characteristics of the managers (O'Reilly & Weitz, 1980), the seriousness 
of the performance problem (Elkouri & Elkouri, 1973; Mitchell & Wood, 1979); 
the attributions of the manager (Mitchell, Green & Wood, 1981), and the context 
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within which the process is embedded (Green & Liden, 1980; Stoeberl & 
Schniederjans, 1981), it has largely ignored the communication between managers 
and subordinates except on a superficial task level. At this level communication 
is labeled either as "informal discussion" or "verbal warning." Since these 
steps are usually preliminary to more serious control measures such as probation, 
transfer, or termination, they are usually counted rather than examined in their 
own right. (See for example, O'Reilly & Weitz, 1980; Green, Fairhurst & Liden, 
1981). 

The failure to examine the communication has precluded knowledge of such 
things as how identities are negotiated in this setting, especially the subor- 
dinate's, and how relational control is shared. These are important issues 
in the control of ineffective performance because a break in the rules does 
not only indicate that some task was not performed or performed incorrectly. 
Rather, it simultaneously calls into question the subordinate's identity as a 
worthy, competent employee and the degree to which the subordinate will be allowed 
to share in control of the relationship by defining his/her own role expectations. 
Thus, in the correction of a performance problem, the subordinate's identity and 
control of the relationship both become objects of renegotiation, and thus warrant 
examination. Both the literature on superior-subordinate communication and the 
performance feedback literature lend support to this notion. 

The literature on superior-subordinate communication recognizes the need 
of managers to maintain and strengthen the self-esteem of subordinates which is 
one aspect of "consideration" behavior (see for example Jablin, 1979; Bass, 1981; 
Fleishman, 1957; Fleishman, Harris & Burtt, 1955; Fleishman & Harris, 1962; Lawshe & 
Nagle, 1953; Trieb & Marion, 1969; Evans, 1968; House & Filey, 1971), as well 
as the need of managers to share in the control of the relationship by granting 
autonomy to subordinates particularly those who possess growth potential and 
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motivation (Hmkman Oldham, |i/S; ,;««.„, CaHhmnu , Ulnaho.g * Srl.lo.mum, !'»//; 
Crao,,, Novak N Sommorkamp, |98l; dahlia, !«>/«». Similarly, port ormame toedhaok 
lunotlonr. to motivate t ho employee through t ho I n t orma 1 1 on/ to I til ore onion t value 
ol teodbnik regarding ono'a competency, and to direct behavior mo a.M to ho In 
Uno with appropriate goal directs activity (tlgen, Klaher t Tavloi , !«>/.>; |,„H, 
l«>/'»5 Cum* I In, l«>HO; Payno t, llautv. I»)V> 5 Antiet t , !%«)). || K o„, ,., „|. ( |<,/«n 
ami Cnmmlngt. (!«>/«) m.ggoat that high porlormorn need leedbaok that .rophaal/en 
competency ami pernonnl control, whereaa avora K o to low portorroera need t ho 
owphaala to ho placed on extrlnnle reward,, reaultlng f rom porlormanoo. 

Brown ami l.evl.mon (|«>/8) (1 .id moro recently KM no (l«>8l) provide a uaotul 
atartl.iK plaoo for t ho examluat Ion ot m.ch Identity ami relational I nation In 
••"Htrol nettlnga. Hrown ami l.evlnaon havo concept ua 1 1 sod tin- degree ot approval 
»»« niothor'a aoh Image a»V»»Ulve l..ce"nnd t ho I ro oil om granted to another to 
detlne a oourao ol action ami/or noil i m<1 ge .^"negative laoo." To maintain "laoo" 
l» «o preaervo tho pnhllo ho 1 1 -Imago that a pernon olalwa tollman, l«)V>). All 
Interact lona can ho cha rao < or I *otl hv aomo degree ol I.mco aupport although It In 
dually aeooudarv to «ho por t ormanco ol Home tank (e.g., correcting , perlormanee 
|»rohl*. M ). i;oM„,an (I'JSS, ,>. It I) rt rgne H that a pernon will have two polula ol 
views "a delenalve orientation towards living bin own lace ami a protective 
orientation toward,, navlng the other', laoo." In an ethnogtaphlo ntmly ot three 
unrelated eulturea, Including the Anglo American cnlturo, Hrown and l.evlnnon (l«l/H) 
"««lcnla«od a luml ot poaltlvo and negative . ace maintenance ntrateglen, anlmtam 
Hating the occurrence ol certain unlvetaaln In vorhal Interaction. Kline (|<IMI> 
l-ndn Inrthor older and elaboration to thoao «tra«o K loa and derives ,wo coding 
nchemon, one which In nnolnl in coueopt na II / 1 i;g how manager,, might approve o. 
disapprove ol a anhord I na t e ' m aeh |„ M ge, ,„„, , „„,,„„, ,,„. R ,, ||lt 1||H 

••'.tonomv (I.e.. relational control), while „|mul tanoonnl v collecting the pet- 
tot mauce problem. 
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Kline's first coding scheme is for Brown and Levinson's "positive face," 
which is the amount of approval or disapproval given to the positive self-image 
that another claims. The scheme ranges from a direct condemnation of another's 
face through such things as criticism, reprimands, ridicule, and accusation to 
direct approval of another's face through such things as praise for past efforts, 
compliments, and wishes for a positive outcome. Kline's second coding scheme 
is for Brown and Levinson's "negative face" (hereafter, "autonomy"), which is 
the amount of freedom granted to another to define his/her own face or course 
of action. This scheme ranges from strategies which deny autonomy through such 
things as threats, orders, and pressuring to strategies which support autonomy 
through such things as giving deference and encouraging the other to deal with 
feelings without obligations. 

Kline's coding schemes bear some similarities to the one developed by'Jablin 
(1978) for message responses in open versus closed communication climates. 1 But 
the measurement of face support requires more specific inferences about a person's 
competency and how much autonomy will be granted during task performance than 
Jablin's scheme allows. Further, performance feedback measures such as the one 
developed by Ilgen, Hobson and Dugoni (1980) or the more general Leader Behavior 
Description Questionnaire (Stogdill, 1963) which measures consideration behavior 
are not suitable because they are perceptually based and do not contain categories 
for coding messages. Thus, Kline's coding schemes appear best suited to the types 
of messages expected for this topic of controlling poor performance. 

One purpose of this study is simply to describe the face support that occurs ' 
in a manager's communication to a poor performing subordinate over the sequence 
of violation and control moves that occur (hereafter, "control sequence"). Other 
than the fact that we would expect the amount of face support to decline generally 
as a problem drags on, very little is known about the amount of face support 
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provided by managers in the control sequences. Research findings from the per- 
formance feedback literature appear equivocal. For example, it is known that 
the subordinate's performance determines the feedback that a manager gives; i.e., 
the more positive the performance, the more positive the feedback (Barrow, 1976; 
Greene, 1975; Hinton 4 Barrow, 1975; Lowin & Craig, 1968). However, this rela- 
tionship holds truer for positive feedback that for negative feedback. According 
to Hinton and Barrow (1975, p. 140) "individuals tend not to reinforce others 
according to strict behavioral modification principles of appropriately punishing 
behavior." This is because some managers may try to use rewards to help motivate 
a poor performer and/or managers may perceive negative consequences from giving 
negative feedback (Nord, 1969). Thus, since a poor performance may elicit either 
positive or negative reinforcement, face support may be high or low since rein- 
forcement can be conceptualized as evaluations of one's competency and the amount 
of personal control which is granted. Thus, the following research question is 
posed: 

brmanL r Ls^ e rtn iable , Pa r ernS ° f USe ° f P ° SitiVe face and ^onomy 
oy managers in the control sequences? 

Not only do we know little about how face support is used in the control 
sequences, but we also lack knowledge regarding the predictors of face support. 
Kline's research which comes from a constructivist ' s perspective, suggests two: 
cognitive complexity and abstractness . The constructivists argue that an 
individual perceives the world through a system of bi- P olar dimensions or con- 
structs, i.e., mechanisms through which another's behavior is interpreted, evalu- 
ated and anticipated (Delia, 1977; Delia * o'Keefe, 1979; Kelly, 1955). Further, 

because of age and social experience, some indiviH„,ic 

* bume ln aividuals possess construct systems 

which are more complex, that is, more differentiated in terms of numbers of con- 
structs, and more abstract, that is, more psychologically based (Crockett, 1965; 
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Scarlett, Press & Crockett, 1971). Kline found a relationship between construct 
system complexity and abstractness and the level of face support. She argues 
that individuals with more developed construct systems will be better able to 
perceive the communication relevant attributes of another, more aware of the iden- 
tity relevant implications inherent in a persuasive situation, and thus more likely 
to use face saving strategies. 

Thus, based on Kline's research, the following hypotheses are posed: 

HI: Cognitive complexity will be positively related to the level of 
positive face and autonomy provided by the manager. 

H2: Cognitive abstractness will be positively related to the level 
of positive face and autonomy provided by the manager. 

As a further extension of Kline's work, which employed hypothetical situations 
of superiors correcting subordinates with a nonmanagerial sample, the present 
authors felt that the link between cognition and face support should be examined 
in relation to important contextual and social -cognitive variables inherent in 
the control process. Both the performance feedback literature, as was mentioned, 
and the control literature (see for example, O'Reilly & Weitz, 1981) suggest that 
the overall performance of a subordinate, especially if positive, will influence 
a manager's actions regarding the subordinate's poor performance on a particular 
task. Further, the attributions of the manager (Mitchell, Green & Wood, 1981) 
have also been shown to influence the manager's actions. It is expected that 
individuals who are better performers and whose problems are perceived as situ- 
ational rather than personal in origin will be perceived as deserving more inter- 
personal consideration, and thus more face support. The managers will likely 
do whatever they can to stop the decline of a good employee and preserve a viable 
working relationship. Direct approval of another's face and the freedom granted 
to another to resolve the problem are two ways this may be accomplished. 
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Ill: The perceived overall perl ormanoe of the nubordhi.it o will ho 
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autonomy provided by tho manaKor. 
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by an employee that they considered unacceptable (e.g., tardiness, absenteeism, 
excess teller differences, inappropriate deeds, gossiping, etc.) was of interest 
so long as they took action. Therefore, the performance problems were expected 
to vary in terms of the length of the control sequences (i.e., how many times 
the problem occurred requiring managerial action) and the time between actions 
taken. 

The interview schedule „ as then designed to accommodate any length of control 
sequence because Green et al. (1981) have shown that they will vary considerably. 
The interview schedule called for a basic set of questions to be asked regardless 
of the length of the control sequence and an additional set of questions for each 
iteration of the control sequence. The protocol for the iterative portion which 
occurred first in the interview is described in Figure 1. As the figure shows, 
Questions 3-12 were repeated (with the appropriate wording changes) for as many 
times as the problem occurred requiring that action be taken. Once this informa- 
tion was collected, the protocol measured a variety of other variables including 
attributions, overall performance, complexity, and abstractness which will be 
described later in the paper. 



Figure 1 About Here 



Face Support 

Measures. The amount of face support was elicited by asking managers the 
question, "Imagine that I (the interviewer) am the employee, what did you say?" 
each time a manager took action. Transcripts were prepared from the taped 
responses. Face support was then evaluated for each conversation according to 
Kline's coding schemes for positive face and autonomy. 
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Positive Face was measured by a 5 level coding scheme, a copy of which can 
be found in Appendix A. Following Kline's procedures, each message was scored 
for the dominant level of positive face support. Interrater reliability by two 
independent coders on a random sample of 20% of the messages was .83 by Pearson 
correlation. Besides the positive face values at each time period, two other 
positive face scores were employed which characterized the start and finish of 
the control sequence. At the start of the control sequence, where one expects 
the greatest variation, an average positive face score was computed by summing 
up to the first three positive face values and dividing by the number summed. 
Ar the conclusion of the control sequence, the last positive face value was used. 

Kline (1981) supported the predictive validity of positive face when it cor- 
related significantly with awareness of identity management (r-.63), cognitive 
abstractness (r=.38), and in two studies cognitive complexity (r=.44 and r-.39). 
Females were also found to engage in more positive face support than males (r«.40), 
Validity was further established in the present study by examining the positive 
face scores of the messages which accompanied the actions managers took. The 
actions, which are described in Figure 1 (Question 5), were classified according 
to whether or not they were explicitly face threatening. Thus, warnings, proba- 
tions, and terminations were seen as explicitly face threatening because of their 
overt punitive character, while discussion only, transfer and modify the job were 
seen as equivocal on that issue. The average positive face score accompanying 
explicitly face threatening actions should be significantly lower when compared 
with the average positive face score accompanying the othsr actions. Of the 222 
actions taken with positive face scores, 49* were explicitly face threatening 
As expected, a t test conducted between the two groups of actions showed that 
explicitly face threatening actions had significantly lower positive face scores 
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than the actions which were not explicitly face threatening (t-5.29, df-220, 
P< .01). Thus, we feel confident of the validity of this positive face measure. 

Autonomj, was measured by a five level coding scheme, a copy of which can 
be found in Appendix B. Each message was scored for the dominant level of autonomy. 
Interrater reliability by two independent coders for a random sample of 20% of 
the messages was .90 by Pearson correlation. Besides the autonomy values at each 
time period, the average autonomy value for the first three actions, and the last 
autonomy value were employed as variables in order to characterize the start and 
finish of the control sequence. 

In previous research, Kline (1981) supported the predictive validity of auton- 
omy when it correlated significantly with complexity (r=.38) and abstractness 
<r-.25>. Females were also found to grant more autonomy than males (r=.59). 
Validity was further established in the present study by examining the autonomy 
scores of the messages which accompanied the actions managers took. As with 
positive face, this was accomplished by comparing the average autonomy SC o,e of 
the actions which were explicitly face threatening with the average autonomy score 
accompanying the actions which were seen as equivocal on threat to face. Of the 
227 actions taken with autonomy scores, 49% were explicitly face threatening. 
As expected, a t test conducted between the two groups of actions showed that 
explicitly face threatening actions had significantly lower autonomy scores than 
the actions which were not explicitly face threatening (t=3.07, df=225, p< .01). 
Thus, we feel confident of the validity of this autonomy measure. 

Verbal Reports as Data . A central question to this study is: can managers 
accurately recall enough of their conversations so that face support can be 
reliably coded. Although some researchers discredit the use of verbal reports 
(Nisbett & Wilson, 1970), others like Ericsson and Simon (1980), Smith and Miller 
(1978), and White (1980) argue that under certain conditions verbal reports are 
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valid and thoroughly reliable sources of information. Ericsson and Simon (1980) 
suggest four criteria for determining the reliability of retrospective verbal 
reports, each of which will be discussed below. 

1) Like the critical incident technique (Flanagan, 1954), subjects are asked 
to report their memory for specific events as opposed to recall under interpretive 
probing which requires subjects to draw conclusions that they may not have pre- 
viously drawn. In the present investigation, face support was measured during 
the iterative portion of the interview. An examination of those questions in 
Figure 1 reveals that managers were asked only to describe the specifics of the 
interaction (e.g., time, place, who initiated, content). Interpretive probing 
began only after all iterations were described and the measurement of face sup- 
port completed. 

2) Contextual information and prompts to subjects are available to aid recall 
from long term memory. In the control of poor performance, documentation of 
managers' treatment of poor performers is a protection mechanism, vital to an 
organization's ability to legally terminate a person (Asherman & Vance, 1981). 
Because the documentation occurs almost immediately after a manager takes action 
and because it describes in written form the details of the incident and the action 
taken (including the impact of the problem, what the manager said, the employee's 
response, etc.), this written material provides the opportunity for stimulated 
recall (see Hawes , 1972). In a letter forwarded to all managers one week prior 
to the interview, they were encouraged to familiarize themselves with and have 
available a / written records or other documentation which would assist them in 
discussing the poor performer they chose. Approximately 70% of the managers 
used documentation during the interview. 

3) An analysis of the task will show strong indications of the adequacy of 
verbalized information through a demonstration of how much incidental memorizing 
was done while performing the initial task. In order to discuss the ways 
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incidental memorizing was accomplished, it is important to recall a few things 
about the context. First, only a small percentage of a manager's employees are 
poor performers, and thus managers are infrequently faced with the task of dis- 
ciplining. Second, when a performance problem does occur, these events are major 
breaks in the work relationship between a manager and employee because they may 
be signalling the decline of a work relationship and elimination of the employee. 
Thus, corrective situations are filled with large amounts of threat to the manager, 
the employee, and because of recent lawsuits, the organization itself. Kiesler 
and Sproull ( 19 83) argue that salient events of this nature are better remembered. 
We suggest that it is due to the incidental memorizing that surrounds these event 
For example, because of the importance and potential threat inherent in correc- 
tive situations, managers reported frequently that they rehearsed or planned what 
they were going to say. Soon after the discussion, at least 70% of the managers 
documented it for their own records and for legal protection. Finally, managers 
reported discussing their "approach" with their assistant managers and/or their 
immediate superiors during their weekly briefing sessions. All three of these 
exercises prompt managers to "relxve" the actual event thus allowing incidental 
memorizing to occur. 

In order to test this further, nine dyads participated in a two stage 
simulation involving a bank manager attempting to deal with a poor performing 
teller. The scenario subjects received set the stage for the managers' first 

and second discussion of the problem Tho r >i i 

n proDiem. The role plays were used and de- 

scribed in detail in previous work (Green * Liden, 1980), however, they were 
modified slightly to reflect the norms of the data provided by the present 
bank investigation (e.g., nature of infraction, demographics of role players, 
etc.). The dyads were comprised of seniors and graduate students in an upper 
division persuasion course at the University of Cincinnati. The dyad members 
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maintained their roles of either manager or teller for both discussions. The 
procedures were as follows: 

a) All subjects were given the scenario for the first discussion to 
read. In the written open ended questionnaire which followed, 
they were asked to "plan" what they were going to say. This stage 
was designed to simulate the planning or rehearsal managers 
reported they engaged in prior to confrontation of the problem. 

b) Subjects held their discussions which were tape recorded and later 
transcribed. The discussions ran an average of 15 minutes. 

c) After the discussions, subjects were again asked to respond to 

a written questionnaire where they "documented" certain aspects to 
the problem. For example, managers were asked to assess cause, 
declare which action was taken, describe the nature of the subor- 
dinate's response, etc. This stage was designed to simulate the 
documentation activity managers are strongly encouraged to do for 
legal protection. Subjects were not given any indication that 
they would be seeing these questionnaires again. 



d) 



Steps a-c were repeated for the second discussion with the first 
discussion becoming a part of the scenario for the second dis- 
cussion . 



e) Ten weeks later, subjects were returned the questionnaires they 
completed after the first and second discussions and asked to 
recall in written form as much of the conversations as they could 
remember. This procedure was designed to simulate the avail- 
ability of documentation to the managers in the larger study during 
the interview process. 

The managers* communication during the actual conversations and the 
recalled conversations (only the managers' recal 1 was used) were then coded for 
the level of face support by two independent coders. While the recalled con- 
versations were not perfect matches of the actual conversations, the subjects 
who role played managers demonstrated the ability to recall the dominant level 
of both positive face and autonomy which they used. The Pearson correlation 
coefficient between the actual and recalled conversation for positive face for 
the first discussion was .88 and for the second discussion was 1.00. The 
Pearson correlation coefficient between the actual and the recalled conversa- 
tion for autonomy for both discussions was 1.00. This demonstration of stimu- 
lated recall does not mean that all or even some managers can accurately recall 
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all aspects of their conversations regardless of the time lapse until recall. 
It does, however, suggest that at least for the 70% of the managers who relied 
on documentation, it is not only possible but probable that managers could 
accurately recall certain aspects of their conversations, specifically the 
"thrust" of their message which contained the dominant level of positive face 
and autonomy which they provided. For some managers the time lapse until recall 
was less than ten weeks, for others it was greater. We would argue that accuracy 
would be affected by time lapse but also by the specificity of the documentation 
available. 

4) The fourth criterion suggests that if it is easy to produce verbal reports 
without recourse to memory, then the adequacy of the verbal reports is question- 
able. We shall discuss this criterion in detail in our results section. 

Other Measures 

Cognitive Complexity. An adaptation of Crockett's (1965) Role Category 
Questionnaire was used in this study. Subjects were asked to "Describe this 
subordinate to the person who would succeed you as manager." Pretesting of this 
instrument necessitated anchoring the task to something a manager might con- 
ceivably do. Further, the task was shortened to one versus two or more role 
descriptions (e.g., good performer vs. poor performer). Because of the inter- 
action patterns of this sample of subordinates, of which 82% are bank tellers, 
the poor performer affords the manager a greater opportunity for interaction and 
a far greater need to form specific impressions in order to discover the cause 
of the problem, arrive at a solution, and monitor the progress of the employee. 
For these reasons, cognitive complexity in this context j s seen as maximally 
dependent upon the poor performer. Related support for this argument comes 
from Turner and Tripodi (1968) and Irwin, Tripodi and Bieri (1967). Complexity 
was measured by counting the number of non-redundant constructs. Interrater 
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reliability by two independent coders for 20% of the descriptions was .98 by 
Pearson correlation. Crockett's measure of complexity has demonstrated adequate 
psychometric properties and has been shown to be unrelated to verbal ability, 
intelligence, vocabulary, and verbal fluency (O'Keefe & Sypher, 1981). 

Cognitive Abst ractness. The same adaptation of Crockett's Role Category 
Questionnaire was used to measure abstractness in this study. After eliminating 
redundant terms, each construct was coded into a three level hierarchy, fol- 
lowing a similar procedure used by Applegate and Delia (1980). Constructs coded 
at the first level made no reference to psychological states (e.g., physical 
characteristics, role descriptions). Constructs coded at the second level were 
"quasi-psychological" in that they referenced some psychological construct 
relevant to only type of context or relationship (e.g., specific interests and 
abilities). Constructs coded at the third level were psychological and represent 
some abstract, general psychological quality of the other (e.g., general motiva- 
tions, character qualities). The ratings were summed across the coded constructs 
to yield a measure of cognitive abstractness. Interrater reliability by two 
independent coders for a random sample of 2 .% of the descriptions was .98 by 
Pearson correlation. 

Subordinate Performance Ratinp . This variable was measured by asking the 
manager to rate the overall performance of the subordinate on a scale ranging 
from 1-5, with 1 equal to "poor performance" and 5 equal to "superior perform- 
ance." It should be noted that this variables is not intended as a manipulate 
check on poor performance, as subordinates who perform well in other areas may 
manifest a specific problem that does not dominate managers' perceptions about 
their performance as a whole. 
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Since a performance rating is an elicited evaluative response, it was 
thought that a second measure of this construct could be obtained by coding the 
responses to our adaptation of Crockett's Role Category Questionnaire. The 
constructs were coded as either positive, negative or neutral from a manager's 
perspective. A ratio was then created by summing the number of positive terms 
and placing that value over the total number of evaluative terms. Thus, all 
neutral terms were deleted. Interrater reliability by two independent coders for 
a random sample of 20% of the descriptions was .97 by Pearson correlation. 

The correlation between the performance rating and the evaluative descrip- 
tions was .55 ( £ <.001). Hierarchical regression on both the last positive face 
value and the last autonomy value shows that the incremental R 2 due to the addi- 
tion of the evaluation variable is less than 1% for both dependent variables. 
However, the incremental R 2 due to the addition of the performance rating is 4% 
for positive face and 3% for autonomy. It is clear that the performance rating 
and the evaluative descriptions share some variance. Both the evaluative 
descriptions and the overall performance rating form relationships with the 
predictor variables which are highly similar. Since the inclusion of this 
variable other than as a validity check adds no additional information, it will 
not be included in our analysis. 

Attribution of t he_Problem. This variable was measured by asking subjects 
two questions: 1) "To what extent do you see this employee's performance 
problems as being due to person related factors," and 2) "To what extent do you 
see his/her problems as being due to situational factors." Both questions 
provided response scales with 1 equal to "not at all" and 4 equal to "quite a 
bit." The response to the first question was then subtracted from the response 
to the second question following a procedure used by Green, Fairhurst and 
Liden (1981). 
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Length of Time Between Problem Recurrence . This variable was measured by 
asking managers, "How soon did the problem occur again?" The following response 
scale was used: 1 - within a couple of days, 2 - within a week, 3 = within 2 
weeks, 4 = within a month, 5 = within 2 months, 6 = within 4 months, and 7 = 
wi thi n 8 months. 



RESULTS 



Description of the Performance Problems 

Approximately 82% of the poor performers were bank tellers. Further 86% 
were female, 83% were Caucasian and 17% were black. The average age of the 
employee was 28, and the typical employee had been in the organization 3.7 
years and held the present job 2.8 years. In Bank 1, the most commonly dis- 
cussed performance problems were balancing (29%), customer relations (31%), 
absenteeism/tardiness (49%). In Bank 2 the most commonly discussed problems were 
balancing (49%), customer relations (31%), and staff conflicts (26%). The 
average number of problem occurrences was 7-10 times, and managers took action 
to alleviate the problem 6.4 times in Bank i and 3.') times in Bank 2. Of the 
problems discussed, 80% had begun in or after 1980, and 20% prior to 1980. At 
the time of the interview, most of the problems had been resolved, but a few were 
still being dealt with. Finally, Table 1 presents the average time in months 
between actions taken. 



Table 1 About Here 
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Research Question 

In order ro identify parterre of use faoe support by managers in the control 
sequences, a Custer analysis was performed to display the relationships between 
positive face, autonomy, and tine. Because of a decreasing sample siee due to 
problem resolution, and because cluster analysis requires complete data for each 
case, we performed three Custer analyses in order to n.axio.iee the greatest use 
of our data. The first Custer analysis was conduced using the first two 
actions which contained 86% (N-60) of our sample. The second clustering used 
the first three actions which contained 59% (N-41, of our sa.ple, and the third 
clustering used the first four actions which contained only 402 (N-28) of our 



sample . 



The centroid linkage algorithm was used to compute the distance between 
each pair of cases in the cluster analysis (Dixon, 1983). After two cases are 
Joined, a centroid is formed by averaging the coordinate of each variable. 
Distances were then measured from this centroid to other candidates for member- 
ship in the cluster. Finally, a tally is kept of the. number of cases in each 
cluster with the tally then use d as a weight in the clustering. 

Figure 2 presents the tree for the first cluster analysis for positive face 
and autonomy through the second action. An examination of the tree shows two 
rather strong clusters emerging. Cluster 1 in the f igure^contains 38% of the 
cases to be clustered, is characterized by Direct Disapproval (Positive Face, 
Category 1), No Autonomy (Autonomy, Category 1) for both the first and second 
actions. A substantial number of cases in that cluster (74%) have zero dis- 
tances from one another, with the largest distance between any two centroids 
equal to 1.269 indicating the relative strength of the Custer. Cluster 2 in 
the figure contains 35% of the cases to be clustered, and is characterized by 
indirect Disapproval (Positive Face, Category 2 ), Autonomy (Autonomy, 
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Category '♦) tor t he first art tun, and I) I root Disapproval (Positive Isico, 
Category l) t No Autonomy (Autonomy, Category I) lor r In* sorond art Ion. A^aln, 
a substantial number of runes (b7Z) have ;*oro dlstanres from one another with 
the KroateMt distance between anv two ceutrolds equal to 1 . /:M Indicating 
rolat Ivo cluster strength. The remaining 27™ ol the oases to he clustered are 
eharaet .or l/.od by positive tare ami autonomy values which vary eons Idcrab 1 v 
with no (I Iscornlhlc pattern In their use. The largest distance between anv 
two ceutrolds la iM|iial t o >'♦. 801, mure than twin* the largest distance between 
any two rent to Ids In the tlrst two clusters. 

N^ure .* About Men 1 

The second cluster analysis was perl ormod on positive lare and autonomy 
through the third action. Kern 11 that only V)£ ol I hi* original sample Is 
retained lor this analysis, Keeauso tin 1 tree duplicates the t wo cluster 
pattern In Kl^nre , although slightly weaker, wr shall onlv describe It, The 
first cluster which contains bhZ ol the cases to he clustered Is rhnract or I ;*ed 
hv Direct Disapproval (Positive Kace, Category I), No Atitonomv (Autonomy, 
Category 1) lor the lltst, second, and third actions. While only ? /'", ol the 
cases have zero distances I rem one snot tier, the largest ill stance between anv 
two eontrolds equals l.M<M. Tin* second cluster contains '? f™ ol t Is* cases to 
he clustered and Is eharart er I zed hv Indirect Disapproval (Positive I'aeo, 
Category .'), Autonomy (Autonomy, Category .'») tor the lltst action, ami 1)1 reel 
Disapproval (Positive Pare, CaLe^nrv I), No Autonomy (Autonomy, Cator^rv I) lot 
tin* second and third act Ions, A closer examination ol tin* cluster reveals that 
It appears to break Into two sub clusters. The reason lor this Is because lout 
cases manliest a sllcjulv different pattern with 1ml I reel Disapproval (Positive* 
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Face, Category 2), Autonomy (Category 4) remaining through the second action and 
then switching to Direct Disapproval (Positive Face, Category 1), No Autonomy 
(Autonomy, Category 1) for the third. In this second cluster, 45% of the cases 
have zero distances from one another with the largest distance between any two 
centroids equal to 2.463. The remaining cases to be clustered comprise 29% of 
the total cases to be clustered and are characterized by positive face and 
autonomy values which vary considerably with no discernible pattern. The 
largest distance between two centroids is equal to 4.801, which is approximately 
twice the largest distance between any two centroids in the first two clusters. 

The third cluster analysis was performed through the fourth action with only 
40% of the sample. We do not present the results because again, they duplicate 
the two cluster structure f-und in the previous two cluster analyses although 
in a slightly weaker fashion. 

On the basis of the cluster analyses, we may conclude the following about 
the research question: One group of managers adopted the Direct Disapproval 
(Positive Face, Category 1), No Autonomy (Autonomy, Category 1) combination from 
the start and maintained that approach at least through the fourth action. A 
second group of managers adopted the Indirect Disapproval (Positive Face, 
Category 2), Autonomy (Autonomy, Category 4) combination for the first action, 
but switched to Direct Disapproval (Positive Face, Category 1), No Autonomy 
(Autonomy, Category 1) for subsequent actions. Finally, a third and much smaller 
group of managers employed positive face and autonomy combinations which varied 
considerably with no discernible pattern to their use. 

At this point, a more parsimonious description of the distributional and 
sequential structure of the data would be afforded by a Markov analysis. 
Specifically, transition probabilities computed from the data should be examined 
for the extent to which they "fit" the Markovian assumptions of homogeneity, 
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stationarity and order. According to Hewes (1979, p. 70) "knowledge that a 
process is Markovian indicates that any transition probability from t+n to 
t+n+1 is constant regardless of the value of n (stationarity), does not change 
depending upon the state occupied at t+n-1 (first order process), and is equal 
for all subgroups in the sampled population (homogeneity) . 11 

On the basis of the cluster analyses, we would hypothesize the existence 
of a first order process for the cluster which was comprised of Direct Dis- 
approval (Positive Face, Category 1), No Autonomy (Autonomy, Category 1) through the 
fourth action. We would also hypothesize the existence of a second order process 
for the cluster which was comprised of the Indirect Disapproval (Positive Face, 
Category 2), Autonomy (Autonomy, Category 4) for the first action, and Direct 
Disapproval (Positive Face, Category 1), No Autonomy (Autonomy, Category 1) for 
the remaining actions. While insufficient N f s for the cluster analysis performed 
through the third action (N=18 for the first cluster and N=ll for the second 
cluster) prevents this analysis for this data set, it represents a promising 
direction for future research. 

hypotheses 1-5 

Tables 2 and 3 present the correlations between the face support variables 
and the predictor variables in this study. Table 4 presents the intercorrela- 
tions of the predictor variables. Table 2 reveals that the last positive face 
value and the last autonomy value correlate .58 (p<.001). Examination of this 
relationship reveals that 67% of the cases fell into the first scale value for 
both variables. As noted in the cluster analyses, this is due to the fact that 
the conclusion of the control problem has been reached in most of the cases and 
the repeated interactions culminate in both low levels of positive face and 
autonomy. Thus, the covariance of these variables may largely be due to the 
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correlation around this one scale point. Eliminating the "1" response does 
attenuate the correlation between the last positive face value and the last 
autonomy value somewhat (r=.34). For this reason, and because there are sub- 
stantive reasons for treating these measures differently and they form different 
relationships with the variables of interest in this study, they will be 
analyzed separately. Table 2 also reveals the following: 

1) Cognitive complexity and abstractness are unrelated to the last positive 
face value, and the positive face values for the first through the fifth 
actions. Thus, for positive face we do not find support for Hypotheses 1 
and 2 as stated. 

2) The overall performance rating of the employee is positively related to the 
last positive face value and several positive face values for the first 
through the fifth actions. Thus, for positive face we find support for 
Hypothesis 3. 

3) The attribution of the problem to situation versus person factors is 
positively related to positive face only for the third action, while 
unrelated to the last positive face value. Thus, for positive face, we 
fir J weak support for Hypothesis 4. 

4) Tie positive face values for the first through fourth actions are unrelated 
to the length of time in between problem recurrence following those actions. 
Thus, for positive face, we do not find support for Hypothesis 5. 



Table 2 About Here 



Multiple regressions on the last positive face value showed that cognitive 
complexity, cognitive abstractness, the overall performance rating of the 
employee, and attribution of the problem accounted for 15% of the variance in 
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the level of positive face support. Multiple regressions on the average 
positive face value for the first three actions showed these same set of 
predictors to account for VM of the variance in the average level of positive 
face support. 

Table 3 reveals the following: 

1) Cognitive complexity and abstractness are unrelated to the last autonomy 
value, and the autonomy values for the first through the fifth actions. 
Thus, for autonomy we do not find support for Hypotheses 1 and 2 as stated. 

2) The overall performance rating of the employee Is positively related to 
autonomy for the third action, while unrelated to the last autonomy value. 
Thus, for autonomy we find weak support for Hypothesis 3. 

3) The attribution of the problem to situation versus person factors is 
unrelated to the last autonomy value and the autonomy values for the first 
through fifth actions. Thus, for autonomy wo do not find support for 
Hypothesis A. 

4) The autonomy values for the second and third actions are positively related 
to the length of time in between problem recurrence following those act ions. 
Thus, for autonomy we find moderate support for Hypothesis 5. 



Table 3 About Here 

Multiple regressions on the last autonomy value showed that cognitive com- 
plexity, cognitive abstractness, the overall performance rating of the employee, 
and the attribution of the problem accounted for 10% of the variance in the 
Uvel of autonomy. Multiple regressions on the average autonomy value for the 
first three actions ahowed these same predictors to account for SX of the vari- 
ance in the average level of autonomy. 
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Table 4 About Here 

Kline's research shows that cognitive complexity and abstractness are 
positively correlated with the level of face support. However, in this study it 
is clear that the performance rating of the employee is the better predictor for 
positive face and autonomy. It may be that employees with poor overall perform- 
ance ratings are not seen as deserving or worth the effort to provide face 
support, regardless of whether a manager is complex and abstract enough to pro- 
vide it. By contrast, employees deserving face support because of good overall 
performance should bring to the surface individual differences in a manager's 
ability to provide it. Thus, the performance rating may moderate potential 
relationships between face support and the cognitive variables. 

To see if performance moderates the cognition-face support relationship, 
a median split was performed on the performance rating of the employee. Table 
5 presents the correlations between the cognitive variables and the average face 
support values for the first three actions for performance ratings above and 
below the median. The table shows that the performance rating does appear to 
moderate the relationship between the cognitive variables and autonomy as 
expected. It does not moderate the cognition-positive face relationship, however. 
The correlations between complexity and abstractness and the face support vari- 
ables for managers with employees below the median on performance are all near 
zero as expected. Contrary to the positive relationships expected, the results 
show a near significant negative relationship between complexity and the average 
autonomy value for the first thre- actions and a significant correlation between 
abstractness and the average autonomy value for the first three actions for 
managers with employees above the median on performance. (The pattern of 
correlations is very similar when the median split is performed on the evaluative 
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descriptions.) Hhile the results of the test of the difference 

between the high and low performance rating correlations using Fisher's r to Z 
transformation are not significant at .05, they do approach 

significance at .06 and .12 for abstractness and complexity, respectively. 
Because of the general trend of these findings, we believe the differences 
between these correlations are of practical significance. 



Table 5 About Here 



DISCUSSION 

This study began with a research question which originated out of our 
desire to learn the patterns of use of face supvort by managers in the control 
sequences. The cluster analyses produced two identifiable patterns of face 
support usage through the fourth action. The first pattern consisted of Direct 
Disapproval of another (e.g., criticism, reprimands, etc.) and No Autonomy 
(e.g., threats and orders) from the very start of the control sequence onward. 
This pattern is quite close to what Maier and Danielson (1956) labeled as the 
"punitive approach" to controlling poor performance. We expected this approach 
to characterize the later stages of the control sequence. We did not know it 
would be so prominent in the early exchanges. 

The second pattern consisted of Indirect Disapproval of another and 
Autonomy for the first action which then was quickly abandoned for the punitive 
approach described above. A closer examination of the actual content of the 
Indirect Disapproval category of positive face showed the frequent use of 1) 
questions to the subordinate as to why the problem was occurring, and to a 
lesser extent, 2) castigations that assumed the employee was misguided or 
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unaware. Likewise, an examination of the messages which fell into the Autonomy 
category showed that all but a few were questions by managers asking subordinates 
for suggestions as to how to correct the performance problem (e.g., "Do you have 
any suggestions as to how we can help you work more effectively? 11 ). Thus, early 
in the control sequence, some managers rely on questioning to discover the source 
of the problem and ways it can be resolved. This approach comes .closest to what 
Maier and Danielson (1956) labeled as a "problem solving" approach to controlling 
poor performance. 

As was suggested earlier, a larger sample size would allow a more parsi- 
monious description of the clustered data. If a first and second order Markov 
process was found to characterize the punitive and problem solving groups of 
managers respectively, a larger sample size would also allow us to ask why 
managers in the problem solving group appear to quickly abandon this approach 
for a more punitive one. Do they get answers to their questions or are they 
thwarted in their information seeking attempts because as Goody (1978, p. 39) 
explains : 

But if roles are very clearly defined . . . then the role expectations 
will bias the interpretation of any questions asked. Thus, it is very 
difficult for a person in a clearly defined authority role to ask a pure 
information question — that is, to ask a question which is perceived as 
being just about facts and not also about fixing responsiblity or 
threatening control. 

What Goody is suggesting is that subordinates are incapable or unwilling to see 
managers' questions as "strictly fact finding," without also feeling blamed. We 
can only speculate but if the managers 1 questions cause subordinates to feel 
defensive, then a common defensive reaction is to withhold or distort informa- 
tion (Gibb, 1961). By withholding or distorting information, the subordinate 
negatively reinforces the manager for this posture and the manager quickly 
abandons questioning routines for a more punitive stance. Given the laborious 
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data collection procedures (extended interviews) and a shrinking sample size 

due to problem resolution, acquiring a sufficient sample is a formidable problem 

that must be overcome to answer the questions raised here. 

One final point should be made about the punitive and problem solving approaches. 
In discussions with branch and personnel administrators in the banks we studied, 
they advocated the use of the punitive approach only after the problem solving 
approach or other strategies based on high levels of positive face and autonomy 
failed. Yet, in the field we find the punitive approach is quite strong, the 
problem solving approach is used to a lesser degree, and there is no evidence to 
suggest the presence of other strategies based on high levels of positive face 
and autonomy. There is a clear discrepancy between what these administrators 
see as desirable and what their managers are using. This discrepancy may be 
due to bank administrators' tendency to want to give socially desirable answers, 
a lack of sufficient training given to their managers, and/or a lack of awareness 
as to what their managers feel really works in their branch environments. 

When the positive face and autonomy values over time were correlated with 
the predictor variables, some interesting patterns emerged. First, contrary to 
Kline's research, cognitive complexity and abstractness showed no simple rela- 
tionship to any positive face or autonomy values. Because the overall perform- 
ance rating of the subordinate was correlated with several positive face values 
and one autonomy value, it was thought that the overall performance could be 
moderating the relationship between cognition and face support. We expected 
near zero relationships between our cognitive and face support variables for 
managers with employees with poor performance ratings, and this was borne out 
by the data. Based on Kline's research, we expected positive correlations 
between our cognitive and face support variables for managers with employees 
with good performance ratings. Instead, we found negative relationships 
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between complexity and abstractness and our average autonomy values across the 
first three actions. This counter-intuitive finding was perplexing until we 
examined the content of the high autonomy messages. As stated previously, the 
use of high autonomy face support by managers in this sample was tantamount to 
asking their employees for suggestions as to how to resolve the problem. It may 
be that less cognitively complex and abstract managers engage in high autonomy 
face support, that is, ask subordinates how to solve the problem, not because 
they see the value in allowing the employee to reason through the situation, but 
because they have no solutions of their own. It is both logical and easy to ask 
for suggestions, and the managers may feel that they have simply nowhere else to 
turn. Because of the tentative nature of our findings, more' research is needed 
to support this interpretation. Nevertheless, these findings do suggest other 
factors in a relationship may moderate the relationship between cognition and 
face support, a possibility largely ignored by Kline's work. 

This study also showed that autonomy for the second and third actions 
was positively correlated with the length of time in between problem recurrence 
following those actions. This appears justifiable in that subordinate generated 
solutions to performance problems may mean greater commitment to correct the 
problem and its less frequent recurrence. It is interesting that autonomy 
for the first action was not correlated with the length of time in between 
problem recurrence following that action. One can only speculate, but it may 
be that the subordinate is unsure of how to respond to the manager.' s initial 
autonomy offer, and only when it is extended a second time does the subordinate 
treat the gesture as a sincere one. Or, perhaps the second occurrence prompts 
problem solving in earnest by both manager and subordinate. 

Attribution of the problem to situation versus person factors was not a 
good predictor in this study. The summary judgment we used as an attributional 
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measure may have limited its power. It may well be that the attributional 
variables will only impact the level of face support when it is measured at the 
time it is offered. 

This last issue points to some limitations of this study. We do not have 
"real-time" longitudinal data that would afford us the opportunity to examine 
the impact of our predictor social-cognitive and contextual variables on face 
support as the control sequences unfold. Not only would we expect the attri- 
butional variable to play a greater role in predicting face support, but the 
relationship between the cognitive and attribution variables may emerge as a 
strong predictor. 

Also, we have gathered self report data of face support used over an 
extended period of time. Because of the sensitive nature of this topic, it is 
nearly impossible to observe and tape an actual conversation between a manager 
and a poor performing subordinate which would clearly be preferable. We do, 
however, present a case for the validity of our verbal reports. First, managers 
were asked to recall their memory for specific events as opposed to recall under 
interpretive probing. Second, documentation, at least for 70% of our managers, 
provided the opportunity for stimulated recall. Third, incidental memorizing 
of the actual event was strongly argued on the basis of three opportunities to 
relive the experience. We have not yet discussed our fourth point, however, which 
suggests that if it is easy to produce verbal reports without recourse to memory, 
then the adequacy of the verbal reports is questionable. The central question 
as we see it is how easy is it for managers to fake a response, and in the 
process appear more competent than they truly are. This would be a viable 
possibility were it not for the results we obtained. A careful examination of 
our data will show that of the five levels of positive face, the majority of 
managers reported using the lowest possible level which was Direct Disapproval 
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(Positive Face, Category 1) either from the first or second discussion onward. 
In the case of autonomy, the majority of managers also reported using the 
lowest level which was No Autonomy (Autonomy, Category 1). While another large 
group reported using Autonomy (Autonomy, Category 4), nearly all of those 
managers fell into only one of the five subcategories (questioning) of Category 
4. We expect that if managers were going to fake their responses, it would be 
in the socially desirable direction of more competency in the case of positive 
face, and with more variance in response selection in the case of autonomy. 
Also, the other alternative hypothesis regarding reliance on memory is the 
presence of a schema (Tesser, 1978) or script (Abelson, 1976) in which an 
individual avoids conscious thinking and acts automatically on the basis of 
highly similar past experiences. As Langer (1978) suggests, however, scripted 
behavior is not done when it is effortful, interrupted, a novel situation, or 
"something out of the ordinary." We have already made a case for the fact that 
corrective situations are infrequent, and each is quite unique in terms of the 
performers and the information which becomes available at different times in 
the control process. Consequently, we would argue that scripted behavior does 
not apply. In the final analysis, for the above reasons, we feel our methods 
yielded reasonably valid data. Moreover, the interpretation of our data is 
consistent with our own real time observations of how managers handled 
performance problems, limited as those may be. 

In summary, reconstructing the control sequences has helped us to discover 
that some managers begin with a problem solving approach but quickly abandon 
it for a more punitive one, while other managers rely on a punitive approach 
exclusively throughout the control sequence. The use of the entire control 
sequence of messages is a necessary tool to better understanding why these two 
approaches surfaced as they did, and overall management stvles for dealing with 
ineffective performers. 
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Further, we have taken the cognition-face support relationship and placed 
it within a specific context. We have found evidence to suggest that other 
variables not only predict the level of face support but may moderate the 
cognition-face support relationship. Specifically, the overall performance of 
the subordinate may be a motivating factor for managers in deciding whether to 
engage in face support strategies. It follows that only when a manager is 
motivated to offer it does the issue of whether he/she is capable of offering 
it become relevant. More research needs to be done, however, to explore our 
finding that managers who are less cognitively complex and abstract use more 
high autonomy messages containing questions. A larger sample size and explor- 
ing managers' rationales for their strategy choices may be a good starting place. 

The questions answered and raised by this study appear to point the way 
towards new directions in future research on this topic. 
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Footnotes 

1 



Jablin's message responses are: 1) "Confirmation" which has positive 
content and positive relational feedback; 2) "Disagreement" which has negative 
content and positive relational feedback; 3) "Accedence" which has positive 
content and negative relational feedback; 4) "Repudiation" which has negative 
content and negative relational feedback; and 5) "Disconf irmation" which has 
irrelevant content and irrelevant relational feedback. Kline's coding scheme 
can roughly be described in Jablin's terras as going from repudiating to dis- 
agreeing to primarily confirming responses. 
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Figure 1 

Interview Protocol for Iterative Portion 

1. Describe the problem. 

2. Approximately how many times did the problem occur? 

3. When did the problem first occur? Month Year 

4. How many times did the problem occur before you took your first action? 

5. What was your first action in response to the problem? Check as many 
as apply. 

1) discussion; inquired about the problem 

2 ) warning (oral or written) 

3) probation 

4) modify the job (additional training or changing job procedures) 

5; reassignment (transfer) 

O termination 

7) other 



6. Can you recall when you took this action? Month Year 

7. Did your action involving talking with the subordinate? 

No; Go to Question 13 1 

Yes; Continue 
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8. Who initiated the conversation? 

9. Where did it take place? 
Assume that I am the employee; what did you say to him or her? 

11. Did the employee apologize, offer excuses, justifications, etc.? 
If so, what did he or she say? 

12. Did the problem surface again and require you to take action? 

No; Go to Question 13 

Yes; Repeat Questions 3-12 



Vestion 13 begins the non-iterative portion of the questionnaire. 
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Figure 2 



Cluster Analysis of Positive Face and 
Autonomy Scores for the First and Second Actions 
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Time 

Problem noticed 
First action 
Second action 
Third action 
Fourth action 
Fifth action 
Sixth action 
Seventh action 



Table 1 

Average Time in Months Between Actions Taken 
Mean Std. Deviation Range 



1.1 
2.4 
2.9 
2.7 
1.3 
2.1 
.75 



1.6 
2.4 
3.4 
3.0 
1.9 
3.1 
.96 



Quartile 1- 
Quartile 3 N 



7 2 68 

10 2 59 

14 3 47 

13 2.5 29 

6 2 15 

10 2.5 9 

2 1.75 4 
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Table 2 
Correlates of Positive Face 





Last Positive 
Face Value 


PF 
First 
Action 


PF 
Second 
Action 


PF 
Third 
Action 


PF 
Fourth 
Action 


PF 
Fifth 
Action 


Cognitive 
Complexity 


• 05 
(69) 


-.12 
(68) 


.16 
(63) 


.04 
(45) 


.15 
(28) 


.25 
(13) 


Cognitive 
Abstractness 


• 06 
(69) 


-.13 
(68) 


.20 
(63) 


.00 
(45) 


.16 
(28) 


.37 
(13) 


Performance 
Rating 


• 32** 
(68) 


.06 
(67) 


.25* 
(65) 


.36** 
(45) 


.22 
(28) 


.76** 
(13) 


Attribution 


.15 
(69) 


-.03 
(68) 


-.22+ 
(63) 


.37** 
(45) 


-.05 
(28) 


-.33 
(13) 


Problem 
Recurrence i 














Following first 


action 


.09 
(59) 










Following second 


action 




.25+ 
(45) 








Following third 


action 






.24 
(26) 






Following fourth 


action 








.21 





(14) 



Last Autonomy .58*** 
Value (69) 



"^"The value of N is reflected in parentheses. 

^ + significant at .10 

* significant at .05 

** significant at .01 

*** significant at .001 

3 

The correlations between problem rerurrence and positive face are Spearman 
correlations for rank orders. 
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Table 3 



Correlates of Autonomy 





Last 
Autonomy 
Value 


A 

First 
Action 


A 

Second 
Action 


A 

Third 
Action 


A 

Fourth 
Action 


A 

Fifth 
Action 


Cognitive 

CohtdI PYl t V 


-.10 


-.01 

(68) 


-.06 
(61) 


-.03 

(44) 


-.03 

(28) 


.05 
(14) 


Cognitive 
Abstractness 


.03 

(69) 


-.04 
(68) 


-.08 
(61) 


-.04 

(44) 


-.05 

(28) 


.18 

(14) 


Performance 
Rating 


.18 

(68) 


-.01 

(67) 


.10 
(61) 


.33* 
(44) 


-.01 

(28) 


.42 
(14) 


Attribution 


.13 

(69) 


-.01 

(68) 


-.19 
(61) 


.12 

(44) 


.03 

(28) 


-.15 

(14) 


Problem 














Recurrence : 














Following first 


action 


.00 
(59) 










Following second 


action 




.32* 
(45) 








Following third 


action 






.37* 
(25) 






Following fourth 


action 








.28 
(14) 





The value of N is reflected in parentheses. 

i 

+ significant at .10 

* significant at ,05 

The correlations between problem recurrence and autonomy are Sp 
correlations for rank orders. 
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Table 4 

Intercorrelations of Predictor Variables 1 

CD (2) (3) (4) (5) 



Cognitive 
Complexity (1) 



Cognitive 

Abstractness (2) .94*** 
Performance 

Rating (3) .17 .17 

Evaluation (4) .22 .25* 



* significant at .05 
*** significant at .001 



Attribution (5) -.01 .00 -.01 



-.07 
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Table 5 



,ero-order Correlations of Cognitive Variables 
With Average Face Support (T1-T3) Controlling 
for Subordinate's Performance Rating 



Subordinate 's 
Performance 
Rating 

Low 
(N-40) 



Cognitive Complexity With Cognitive Abstractness With 



Positive 
Face (T1-T3) 

-.05 



Autonomy 
(T1-T3) 

.03 



Positive 
Face (T1-T3) 

-.01 



Autonomy 
(T1-T3) 

-.03 



High 
(N=29) 



.00 



-.33+ 



.06 



.36* 



+ £< .10 
* £< .05 
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